Abstract There is no compelling psychological reason why psychological engagement should be restricted to employees. For instance, sports, volunteering, hobbies, leisure activities, and education can also be pursued with energy and determination. Hence, the current study introduced the concept of general engagement and its measurement with the Utrecht General Engagement Scale (UGES) -the general version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES). Using a representative sample of the Dutch population (N = 3970) the discriminant validity of the UGES (and the UWES) vis-à-vis positive and negative affectivity as well as life satisfaction was demonstrated. Like work engagement, the overlap of general engagement with Big-5 personality factors is less than 10%. Mean scores on the UGES for employees and volunteers are highest, whereas scores for the work incapacitated or unemployed are lowest. It is concluded that the UGES can be used in future research on engagement in daily, non-work activities.
nature). For that very reason, the concept of academic engagement has also been applied to students (Schaufeli et al. 2002a) . But one could go even a step further and argue that any activity -and not only those activities that can be labeled as 'work' in the psychological sense -may be pursued with energy, involvement and focus. Following this reasoning a person may experience a sense of engagement when pursuing a hobby, spending time with grandchildren, fixing things at home, or reading. In other words there seems no compelling psychological reason why engagement as a positive, fulfilling psychological state should be restricted to work and cannot be generalized to other daily activities.
Based on the previous considerations, general engagement is defined as a positive and fulfilling state of mind that is associated with performing daily activities of any sort and is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Seen from this perspective, work engagement is a special case of general engagement, whereby daily activities refer to one's work. The concept of general engagement may be applied to other roles than the work role and to all kinds of activities that may, or may not, concur with the psychological definition of work.
However, there is also a theoretical reason for introducing general engagement. It appears that the satisfaction of the basic psychological needs of and autonomy, belongingness and competence fosters work engagement (Van den Broeck et al. 2008) . Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan 2000) considers these needs as nutriments to maintain the individual's growth, integrity and health. Satisfaction of these needs is essential for humans to actualize their potentials and to flourish; that is, to be engaged. Basic need satisfaction not only occurs at work, but also in other life domains including sports, leisure, schooling, education, and interpersonal relationships (Deci and Ryan 2000) . In fact, a study among students showed that all three basic psychological needs are positively associated with academic engagement, also after controlling for the Big-5 personality traits (Sulea et al. 2015) . Based on this reason, it makes perfect sense to introduce general engagement because a major driving force -the satisfaction of the needs for autonomy, belongingness and competence -may also occur outside the realm of work.
The conceptualizations of engagement by Kahn (1990) and Schaufeli et al. (2002a, b) agree since both entail a physical-energetic (vigor), an emotional (dedication), and a cognitive (absorption) component. The similarity between both definitions is further illustrated by their operationalizations. Based on the work of Kahn (1990) , May et al. (2004) developed an engagement inventory that includes: cognitive, emotional and physical engagement. The items of this inventory show a striking resemblance with those of the absorption, dedication, and vigor scales of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli et al. 2002a, b) , respectively. Furthermore, it was shown that the corresponding subscales of both inventories were moderately positively correlated (Viljevac et al. 2012) . The equivalence of the conceptualization and operationalization of engagement by Kahn and Schaufeli presents a strong case for its construct validity.
Taken together, a conceptual and empirical basis exists to develop a scale to tap general engagement by rewording the work-related items of the UWES in such a way that they refer to the respondent's daily activities. This new scale is dubbed Utrecht General Engagement Scale (UGES) and is based on the UWES because this scale has good psychometric properties (see Schaufeli and Bakker 2010 , for an overview). For instance, the shortened 9-item version showed good factorial validity, albeit that the three factors (vigor, dedication, and absorption) are very highly correlated so that it is recommended to use one composite work engagement score (Schaufeli et al. 2006; De Bruin and Henn 2013) . Moreover, a meta-analyses showed that the internal consistency of the UWES is very high across 33 samples from 8 different countries (n = 19,940); Cronbach's α exceeds .90 for the composite work engagement scale (Schaufeli 2012) .
The current study sets out to investigate the psychometric features of the UGES. More specifically, the first aim is to assess its reliability and factorial validity, as compared with the UWES. The second aim is to assess the discriminant validity of the UGES vis-à-vis affectivity, satisfaction, and personality characteristics, again with the UWES as point of reference.
Engagement, Affectivity, and Satisfaction
When engagement is expanded beyond the work context, the danger exists that it will overlap with other engagement-like concepts such as affectivity and satisfaction (Macey and Schneider 2008) . Affectivity reflects individual differences in positive and negative emotional reactivity. According to Watson et al. (1988) , positive Affect (PA) 'reflects the extent to which a person feels enthusiastic, active, and alert. High PA is a state of high energy, full concentration, and pleasurable engagement ' (p. 1063) . In contrast, Negative Affect (NA) 'is a general dimension of subjective distress and unpleasant engagement that subsumes a variety of aversive mood states, including anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear, and nervousness' (p. 1063). Instead of being each other's opposites, both personality factors are independent and unrelated. It follows from the definition of affectivity that this individual difference variable is related to engagement. Indeed, Bosman et al. (2005) observed that work engagement is moderately correlated with both PA (r = .51) and NA (r = −.43) in a sample of South African civil servants.
In a similar vein, job satisfaction and work engagement are positively related. One of the most widely used definitions of job satisfaction originates from Locke (1976) , who describes it as 'a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job or job experiences ' (p. 1304) . Clearly, this definition shows some similarity with work engagement since both refer to a pleasant, positive and fulfilling psychological condition that is related to one's work. However, work engagement and job satisfaction differ regarding their levels of activation; whilst work engagement is associated with activation and arousal, job satisfaction is associated with de-activation and satiation (Salanova et al. 2014) . A satisfied employee is calm and content, whereas an engaged employee is excited and enthusiastic. This interpretation agrees with the meta-analyses of Christian et al. (2011) , who showed that work engagement explained incremental variance in task-and contextual performance after controlling for job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job involvement. In another meta-analysis using 32 samples Newman et al. (2010) found that work engagement, as assessed with the UWES, correlated .49, with job satisfaction, and 54, and .46 with job involvement and organizational commitment, respectively. So it seems that, although work engagement and job satisfaction are moderately correlated, both concepts can be differentiated from each other whereby the former refers to a more active state than the latter (see also Bakker and Oerlemans 2011) .
Only very few studies included work engagement and life satisfaction. For instance, using structural equation modeling, Shimazu and Schaufeli (2009) found that work engagement was stronger related to life satisfaction (r = .67) than to health (r = .45) and performance (r = .25). Furthermore, a three-wave longitudinal study showed that work engagement predicted life satisfaction, rather then the other way around (Hakanen and Schaufeli 2012) .
Based on the previous results regarding work engagement it is expected that general engagement is moderately positively associated life satisfaction and positive affectivity, and negatively with negative affectivity. However, it is also expected that general engagement can be discriminated from both affectivity and life satisfaction.
Engagement and the Big Five Personality Traits
Various studies have been carried out on the relationship between work engagement and the Big Five personality characteristics; neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, openness, and agreeableness (Goldberg 1990) . No formal meta-analyses is available so far, but Schaufeli (2016) calculated sample-weighted mean correlations of eight studies that included personality and work engagement (except one all studies used the UWES). Correlations of work engagement with conscientiousness (.32) and extraversion (.29) are strongest, followed by neuroticism (−.27), openness (.27), and agreeableness (.17), respectively. Six studies regressed work engagement on the Big Five traits so that their unique contributions could be established (Kim et al. 2009; Inceoglu and Warr 2011; Joseph et al. 2011; Rossier et al. 2012; Zaidi et al. 2013; Akhtar et al. 2015) . Although the results are somewhat mixed, there is evidence that all Bigfive personality traits are related to work engagement. The strongest and most consistent findings were observed for conscientiousness and neuroticism, and the weakest and least consistent findings for agreeableness. Most studies also controlled for socio-demographics and some for additional job related variables.
In conclusion: work engagement is negatively associated with neuroticism, which makes sense because neuroticism refers to a predisposed vulnerability to experience negative psychological states. The positive association with extraversion and conscientiousness can be explained by the overlap that exists between the energy and persistence facets of both personality factors (Goldberg 1990 ) on the one hand, and of work engagement (particularly vigor) on the other hand. Engagement might be related to openness to experience because engaged employees are characterized by a promotion focus which means that they are open for opportunities to grow and to develop (Van Beek et al. 2013) . Finally, although less convincingly demonstrated, the positive relationship of work engagement with agreeableness concurs with descriptions of engaged employees as being cooperative, caring and likeable.
Based on the overview above it is expected that general engagement is associated in a similar way as work engagement with the Big Five personality characteristics.
Method Procedure and Sample
This paper uses data of the LISS (Longitudinal Internet Studies for the Social sciences) panel administered by CentERdata (Tilburg University, The Netherlands). The LISS-panel is a representative sample of Dutch individuals who participate in monthly Internet surveys. The panel is based on a true probability sample of households drawn from the population register (see www.lissadata.nl; Scherpenzeel and Das 2010) . Surveys are fielded in the panel every month, covering a large variety of domains including work, education, income, housing, time use, political views, values, and personality. More specifically, the current study uses LISSpanel data that were collected in July 2013. The total sample (N = 3970) includes 47.2% men and 52.6% women and the mean age is 53.04 years (SD = 17.11); 46.7% is working, 25.4% is retired, 9.4 takes care of the household, 7.4% is studying, 3.4% is unemployed, 4% is work incapacitated, 2.8% is volunteering, and 0.9% cannot be classified; 35.7% has a low education (primary or lower vocational education), 33.6% has a medium education (high school or intermediate vocational education), and 30.7% has a higher education (college or university); 24% is single.
Measures
Engagement General engagement was measured with reworded items from the short version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al. 2006) , whereby 'work' or 'job' was replaced by 'daily activities'. The resulting 9-item Utrecht General Engagement Scale (UGES) is included in the appendix. All non-working respondents filled out the UGES, whereas most employed respondents filled out the original 9-ittem UWES. A random sample of about 25% (n = 456) of the employed employees filled out the UGES instead of the UWES. This allows the UGES to be investigated in a working sample as well. In total 2571 respondents filled in the UGES, and 1399 the UWES; nobody filled out both scales simultaneously. All engagement items were scored on a 5-point rating scale (1 = 'never', 5 = 'always'). Internal consistencies (Cronbach's α) for the total UWES and UGES are .95 and .94, respectively.
Positive and negative affect was assessed with the Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson et al. 1988 ) that consists of 10 positive (e.g., 'interested', 'excited') and 10 negative affects (e.g., 'distressed', 'irritable') that are scored on a 7-point rating scale (1 = 'not at all', 7 = 'extremely').
Satisfaction with Life Respondent's satisfaction with life as a whole was assessed with the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al. 1985 ). An example item is: 'In most ways my life is close to my ideal'. All 5 items are scored on a 7-poit rating scale (1 = 'strongly disagree', 7 = 'strongly agree').
Personality traits were assed with the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) Big Five factor markers (Goldberg 1992) , which includes five subscales of 10 items each for Extraversion (e.g., 'feel comfortable around people'), Agreeableness (e.g., 'sympathize with other's feelings'), Conscientiousness (e.g., 'like order'), Openness (e.g., 'am full of ideas'), and Emotional Stability (e.g., 'worry about things' -reversed). The items are scored on a 5-point rating scale (1 = 'very inaccurate as a description of you', 5 = 'very accurate as a description of you'). Table 1 displays the means, standard deviations, internal consistencies (Cronbach's α), and Pearson correlations between all study variables. Please note that the UWES was filled out exclusively by working respondents, whereas the UGES was filled out by non-working as well as by a random selection of 25% working respondents. As can be seen from Table 1 , the pattern of correlations of both engagement inventories with the other study variables is highly similar with an average difference between r's of only .07. Both engagement inventories correlate highest (r's > .30) with positive affectivity (PANAS) and life satisfaction (SWLS). As expected, negative affectivity correlates negatively with all other variables, and particularly highly with emotional stability (r's > .40), whereas both PANAS scales are virtually unrelated (.03 < r's < .06). Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Results

Factorial Validity
Confirmative Factor Analysis (CFA) with AMOS 21.0 (Arbuckle 2012) was used for testing the factorial validity of both engagement measures. Separate analyses were performed for the UGES (n = 2571) and the UWES (n = 1399). In both cases, the fit to the data of the one-factor model was compared with that of the correlated three-factor model (vigor, dedication, and absorption). Maximum likelihood estimation was employed and the goodness-of-fit of the tested models was evaluated using the χ 2 test statistic, the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Values larger than .90 for NFI, TLI and CFI, and .08 or lower for RMSEA indicate acceptable model fit (Byrne 2009 ).
As can be seen from Table 2 , the fit of the original, one-factor model is not good for both engagement inventories, but it can be improved when two pairs of items are allowed to correlate (i.e., items 1-2, and items 8-9). The fit of the resulting, revised one-factor model is acceptable in both cases, with all fit statistics, except RMSEA, satisfying their criterion. Yet compared with the revised one-factor model the fit of the revised tree-factor model is superior for the UGES: (Δ χ 2 3 = 25.68; p < .001) as well as the UWES (Δ χ 2 3 = 85.92; p < .001). The fit of the threefactor model is good, except that the value of RMSEA exceeds the criterion of .08.
However, inspection of the correlations between the latent factors of the revised three-factor model reveals that they are very strongly related; for the UGES inter-correlations range between .95 and .99, and for the UWES between .93 and .96. This means that the three factors are virtually identical. Because of the very strong associations between the three subscales and because the fit of the revised one-factor model is sufficient a parsimonious, composite engagement score will be used in the remaining part of the current paper.
Relations with Socio-biographical Variables
Virtually no gender difference exists in levels of engagement. For the UWES the difference is non-significant (F 1, 1397 = 3.58, n.s.), whereas men (M = 3.01) score slightly higher than women (M = 2.92) on the UGES (F 1, 2569 = 6.9, p < .01). Although linear correlations of engagement with age are close to zero; r = .05 and r = −.05 for the UWES and the UGES, respectively, a curvilinear relationship is observed for the UGES. Younger as well as older respondents show lower scores on the UGES (F 2, 2568 = 12.69; p < .001), whereas an opposite -non-significant -trend is observed for the UWES; younger as well as older respondents score higher (F 2, 1396 = 3.38; p = .09). No difference in levels of engagement exists between Note: for all χ 2 , p < .001 those with low, medium and high education for the UWES (F 2, 1391 = 2.13; n.s.). However, those with a lower education (M = 2.90) score significantly lower on the UGES as compared to those with a medium (M = 3.00) and a higher education (M = 3.03) (F 2, 2561 = 5.73; p < .01). Finally, scores on the UGES differ systematically between activity groups (F 7, 2563 = 15.19; p < .01). As can be seen from Fig. 1 , those who are employed and do volunteer work have the highest levels of engagement, whereas those who are unemployed or work incapacitated have the lowest levels. Mean scores on the UGES for the employed are significantly higher than for all other groups, except the volunteers, whereas mean scores for those who are work incapacitated or unemployed are significantly lower compared to all other groups.
Relation with Affectivity
First, the fit to the data of the original model of the PANAS with a positive and a negative factor was tested in the entire sample (N = 3974). As can be seen from Table 3 , the fit of this model is rather poor because the item 'excitement' is not suitable for the scale. Deleting this item and allowing the errors of 'nervous' and 'jittery' to correlate results in a revised model that fits satisfactory to the data. The positive affect (PA) and negative affect (NA) scales of the PANAS are virtually unrelated (r = −.06).
Secondly, the fit of a one-factor model was tested that assumes that all engagement and PANAS items load on one common 'general well-being' factor. However, it appeared that the fit of this model is very poor for the UGES as well as the UWES.
Finally, a model was tested with correlated engagement, and positive and negative affect factors. This three-factor model was tested separately for the UGES and the UWES. As can be Fig. 1 Mean UGES scores for activity groups (n = 2571) seen from Table 3 , the fit of both models is satisfactory. Inspection of the correlations reveals that engagement is weakly negatively related to negative affect (r = −.27 and −.20 for the UGES and the UWES, respectively) and moderately positively to positive affect (r = .45 and .37 for the UGES and the UWES, respectively). Again, positive and negative affectivity are virtually unrelated (r = −.09 and −.02 for the model with the UGES and the UWES, respectively). Taken together, similar patterns are found for the UGES and the UWES in relation to the PANAS. Instead of loading on one general well-being factor, it appears that general engagement as well as work engagement can be differentiated from positive and negative affectivity. Table 4 displays the results of the analyses of engagement and satisfaction with life, as assessed with the SWLS.
Relation with Satisfaction with Life
A one-factor model that assumes that all SWLS and engagement items load on a common, overall satisfaction factor shows a very poor fit to the data for the UGES as well as the UWES. In contrast, a two-factor model that differentiates between satisfaction with life (SWLS) and work (UWES)-or general (UGES) engagement shows a very good fit to the data. The engagement and satisfaction factors are low to moderately and positively related: r = .35 and .48 for the UWES and UGES, respectively.
Hence, it appears that instead of loading on one undifferentiated factor, engagement and satisfaction with life can be differentiated from each other, albeit that they are positively related.
Relation with Personality
Linear, stepwise multiple regression analyses were carried out to establish the unique contribution of each personality trait in explaining variance of work engagement and general engagement. Table 5 shows that the Big Five personality characteristics explain slightly more variance in general engagement as compared to work engagement (23% vs. 18%). In both cases, Note: for all χ 2 , p < .001 Note: *** p < .001 emotional stability contributes by far the most variance, followed by conscientiousness and extraversion. Agreeableness contributes least in both analyses, and openness only contributes in explaining general engagement. Taken together, the pattern of relations with personality characteristics is quite similar for both engagement questionnaires, except for openness.
Discussion
The current paper introduces the novel concept of general engagement by arguing that there is no compelling psychological reason to restrict engagement exclusively to the work domain. Why should only work be pursued with energy, dedication and focus, but not sports, leisure activities, or volunteering, or any other activity for that matter? For instance, fulfillment of basic psychological needs, which is a major driver of engagement, may just as well occur outside the work context. It is maintained that, like work engagement, general engagement is characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption, but unlike work engagement it is related to the performance of daily activities of any sort. In order to tap general, context-free engagement, a brief self-report questionnaire is proposed -dubbed Utrecht General Engagement Scale (UGES). To ensure equivalence with work engagement, the UGES (see Appendix) is based on rewording the Utrecht Work Engagement scale (Schaufeli et al. 2002a, b) . It appeared that the UGES is highly internally consistent, and although a CFA shows that the fit of the three-factor model (vigor, dedication, absorption) is slightly superior to that of the one-factor model, it was decided to accept the latter. The reason is that the three engagement dimensions are very highly correlated (r's ≥ .95), sharing over 90% of their variances.. Hence, practically speaking the three dimensions are similar. It is important to note that similar high correlations between the three engagement dimensions of the UWES were found, not only in the current study but also in samples from 10 different countries (Schaufeli et al. 2006) . Therefore it was recommended in this multi-nation study to use the total score as an indicator of work engagement, rather than computing separate scores for each of its three dimensions. This recommendation is also given for the UGES: a composite score is to be preferred. However, when a structural equation model is tested, rather than using arbitrary parcels of items it is recommended to use the three dimensions as indicators of the latent general engagement construct because this can be defended on conceptual grounds.
It appeared that females, younger and older persons, and those with lower education exhibit lower general engagement scores compared to males, middle aged, and higher educated persons, respectively. Although the differences are statistically significant because of the considerable statistical power that results from the large sample size, they are rather small and therefore hardly practically relevant. For instance, males score .09 points higher than females on a 5-point scale. However, meaningful differences in general engagement levels were observed between activity groups. Those who are employed and do volunteer work have relatively high general engagement scores, whereas those who are unemployed and work incapacitated exhibit low general engagement scores. This agrees with rather consistent findings that employed people are healthier than unemployed people and that volunteering has favorable psychological effects. For instance, in their meta-analysis Paul and Moser (2009) observed that the average number of persons with psychological problems (i.e. distress, depression, anxiety, psychosomatic symptoms, subjective unwell-being, or poor self esteem) among the unemployed is 34%, compared to 16% among employed individuals. In addition, another meta-analysis demonstrated that volunteering has favorable effects on depression, life satisfaction, and wellbeing (but not on physical health) of those who volunteered (Jenkinson et al. 2013) . Therefore it can be concluded that the results regarding general engagement are in line with other measures of psychological health and wellbeing, at least as far as the employed, the unemployed and volunteers are concerned. This adds to the construct validity of the UGES.
In order to establish its discriminant validity, relationships of the UGES with affectivity and satisfaction with life were studied. CFA-results indicate that positive and negative affectivity can be discriminated from general (and work) engagement. Tellingly, relations of (general and work) engagement are stronger with positive affectivity than with negative affectivity. This is in line with earlier findings that positive emotions seem to be less differentiated and than negative emotions, which are more specific (Watson and Clark 1997) . This is also reflected in our language that contains more words for negative than for positive emotions (Baumeister et al. 2001) . Most likely this predominance of negative over positive emotions has to do with the fact that negative emotions signify bad things and are therefore more important for our (evolutionary) survival than positive emotions that signify good things (Baumeister et al. 2001) .
Although general engagement is moderately associated with satisfaction with life, CFAresults clearly show that the fit of the two-factor model with engagement and satisfaction as separate factors is superior to that of an undifferentiated one-factor model. In other words, when people are engaged in daily activities they tend to be satisfied with their lives (and vice versa) , but yet being engaged cannot be reduced to merely feeling satisfied with one's life. Although satisfaction and engagement are both positive psychological states, the former is characterized by satiation and low arousal, whereas the latter is characterized by drive and high arousal (Salanova et al. 2014; Bakker and Oerlemans 2011) . In other words the crucial difference between satisfaction and engagement is the level of arousal or drive, which might explain why engaged employees perform over and above satisfied employees (Christian et al. 2011 ). In conclusion and as expected, general engagement is moderately associated with affectivity and life satisfaction, but can nevertheless be distinguished from both constructs, hence confirming the discriminant validity of the UGES. Moreover, compared to work engagement, relations of general engagement with both constructs are somewhat stronger because they refer to the same, broader, context-free domain.
Finally the current study also investigated the relationships of engagement with the Big Five personality factors. Correlations of general and work engagement with these personality factors are in the same range as the sample-weighted correlations of the eight studies that were reported in the introduction: they varied between .20 and .30. The pattern of correlations of general engagement and work engagement with the five personality factors is highly similar with a mean difference of only .06 (range .01 to .12). Also the mean difference with the sample-weighted correlations is rather small: .03 for the UGES (range .00-.05) and .07 for the UWES (range .02-.13). More detailed analyses revealed that all personality factors explained a unique proportion of variance in UGES-scores, with -similar to the UWES (Inceoglu and Warr 2011; Kim et al. 2009; Akhtar et al. 2015 ) -emotional stability and conscientiousness contributing most. In the current study, virtually identical β-values for the personality factors were observed in case of the UWES (mean difference .02; range .00 to .04). Only openness did not explain a significant proportion of variance in work engagement sores.
In conclusion and despite the somewhat divergent finding regarding openness to experience, it can be concluded that, as expected, general engagement is associated in a similar way to the Big Five personality factors as work engagement. Like work engagement, the overlap of general engagement with personality factors is small -less than 10%.
Strength, Weaknesses and Suggestions for Future Research
The major strength of the current study is the large and representative sample of the Dutch speaking population that is permanently residing in the Netherlands. This means, for instance, that the mean and standard deviation of the UGES are reliable estimates of the population parameters. Therefore, cut-off values that correspond with 1 SD below or above the mean can be used to classify individuals as 'low' (the bottom 16%) or 'high' (the top 16%) in general engagement, respectively. More specifically, scores lower than 2.12 would indicate 'low' general engagement, whereas scores higher than 3.82 would indicate 'high' general engagement.
However, also some weaknesses have to be acknowledged. The first obvious weakness is the cross-sectional nature of the current study that precludes any causal inferences. This is not a serious weakness, though, because no causal relationships were assumed in the first place. Rather, it was expected that satisfaction and engagement are correlated and share the same antecedents and consequences (Christian et al. 2011; Macey and Schneider 2008) . Furthermore, by definition affectivity and personality are stable dispositions that may influence engagement, whereas the revered is rather unlikely.
Second, no estimation was included of the correlation between general engagement and work engagement in the worker subsample. Future studies should focus on this association, not only because it permits an unambiguous assessment of the overlap of both constructs but also because it might explain unique variance in outcomes, over and above work engagement.
Third, Modification Indices have been used to allow errors to correlate in order to improve the fit of the CFA model that includes affectivity and engagement. Although this post-hoc optimization strategy is generally discouraged, it can be defended on substantive grounds, such as overlapping meaning or item content (MacCallum et al. 1992) . This seems to be the case for the engagement items 1 and 2 (since both refer to feeling energetic, strong and vigorous) and items 8 and 9 (since both refer to being immersed and engrossed). In addition the NA items 'nervous' and 'jittery' are synonyms (e.g. both were identified as identical by the word processor that is used to write this paper).
Finally, the aim of the current paper was rather narrow; namely to show that the concept work engagement can be extended to daily activities. However in the next step, relationships with similar concepts with a different background may be investigated, notably harmonious passion (Vallerand et al. 2003) and flourishing (Seligman 2011) . While passion is defined as a core feature of a person's identity, engagement is a positive experience that is related to some kind of activity. Seen from this perspective harmonious passion refers to a person's deeper core, whilst engagement refers to a person's instantaneous mood. A person might pursue his or her passion with energy, dedication and focus, yet the activity which provokes the experience of engagement is not necessarily a passion; that is, a constituting element of a person's identity. Birkeland and Buch (2015) found that harmonious passion was strongly related with work engagement, but that both constructs cannot be reduced to each other. Future research should establish that the same is true general engagement. In a similar vein, the relationship between general engagement and flourishing should be investigated. According the PERMA-theory flourishing -feeling good and functioning well in life -arises from five aspects of well-being: Positive emotions, Engagement, Relationships, Meaning, and Accomplishment. More specifically, engagement refers to a deep psychological connection to a particular activity and comes very close to flow (Csikszentmihalyi 1990) , an optimal state of concentration on an intrinsically motivating task whereby awareness of time may fade. Although flow and engagementas measured with the UWES -are positively related they also differ. For instance, a study of De Frage and Moneta (2016) showed that flow experiences moderated the impact of need satisfaction on work engagement; for those with more flow the impact was weaker. So rather than overlapping with work engagement, flow experiences seem to play an independent role. Future research should establish this for general engagement as well.
Final Remark
The current study demonstrates that the UGES is a reliable and valid indicator of general engagement that can be differentiated from positive and negative affectivity and satisfaction with life, and that shows weak and positive relationships with personality factors, especially with emotional stability and conscientiousness. Hence, the UGES is fit to be used in future research to study the novel phenomenon of general engagement.
